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INTRODUCTION 

The  Boston  Society  of  Architects  convened  this  Special  Review- 
Group  (SRG)  in  January,  1973,  because  of  its  felt  need  for  a 
dispassionate  examination  of  the  proposed  Park  Plaza  project 
by  a  group  of  professionals  representing  different  disciplines. 

After  a  series  of  meetings,  and  after  examination  of  all 
available  documentary  material  generated  by  the  proposed  Park 
Plaza  project,  the  SRG  has  prepared  this  Interim  Report.   It 
is  only  a  threshold  report,  written  for  inclusion  in  the  hearing 
record  of  the  Department  of  Community  Affairs.   The  SRG  will, 
from  time  to  time,  issue  subsequent  reports  on  Park  Plaza  as 
subsequent  events  require  them. 

The   principal  finding  of  the  SRG  examination  is  that  the  public 
debate  over  the  proposed  Park  Plaza  project,  as  extensive  as  it 
has  been,  is  so  clouded  by  emotion  and  misunderstanding  that 
many  of  the  central  public  policy  considerations  have  not  been 
surfaced.   The  SRG  believes  that  this  Interim  Report  can  help 
to  focus  the  public  debate  on  the  policy  considerations  which 
must  be  addressed. 


SUMMARY  AND  CONCLUSIONS 

It  is  clear  that  the  decision  which  must  soon  be  made  by  the  DCA 
on  the  Park  Plaza  urban  renewal  plan  is  a  momentous  one  for  Boston. 

Like  any  major  public  policy  decision,  this  one  is  subject  to 
powerful  pressures  and  forces,  most  of  which  have  been  obscure 
except  to  those  at  the  center  of  the  decision-making  process. 
But  for  the  very  reason  that  the  decision  is  of  such  moment ,  the 
Special  Pv.eview  Group  (SRG)  believes  that  an  ordered  statement  of 
the  facts  presented  to  the  decision-makers  will  increase  the 
general  understanding  of  the  public  policy  issues  bearing  upon  it. 

At  the  outset,  a  clarification  of  just  what  the  DCA  is  deciding 
upon  is  prerequisite.  The  Park  Plaza  urban  renewal  plan  is  a 
plan  prepared  by  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA),  and 
subsequently  approved  by  the  Mayor  of  Boston  and  the  Boston  City 
Council.   This  plan  sets  general  guidelines  for  the  redevelopment 
of  the  area  included  within  the  Park  Plaza  urban  renewal  plan's 
boundaries o   It  is  the  urban  renewal  plan  which  is  before  the 
DCA  for  decision,  and  the  plan  cannot  become  effective  until  this 
approval  by  the  DCA.   The  Park  Plaza  project  plan  is  a  plan 
prepared  by  the  designated  redeveloper,  Boston  Urban  Associates 
(BUA) .   This  latter  plan,  still  formative,  cannot  become  effective 
until  subsequent  execution  by  the  BRA  and  BUA  of  land  disposition 
agreements  which  set  the  precise  guidelines  for  redevelopment. 
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However,  many  of  the  most  important  items  normally  a  part  of  land 
disposition  agreements  are  included  in  the  Letter  of  Intent  between 
BUA  and  BRA  and  have  consequently  been  already  agreed  to. 

The  Park  Plaza  urban  renewal  plan  is  not  a  Federal  urban  renewal 
plan,  but  is  instead  a  State  urban  renewal  plan.   It  depends  for 
its  success,  ultimately,  upon  the  use  of  a  public  power  vested 
by  the  U.S.  Constitution  in  the  State:   the  power  of  eminent 
domain.   If  this  powei"  were  not  critical  to  the  success  of  the 
project,  there  would  be  no  need  to  classify  the  project  as  an 
urban  renewal  plan,  and  no  need  to  seek  City  and  State  approvals 


3. 


of  the  plan;  the  project  would  proceed  as  an  ordinary  private 
development  project  using  neither  public  powers  nor  public  funds. 

Because  Park  Plaza  is  a  State  urban  renev;al  plan,  the  State  has  an 
affirmative  obligation  to  assure  the  protection  of  the  public 
interest.   By  analogy,  were  Park  Plaza  a  Federal  urban  renewal 
plan,  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD)  would 
as  a  matter  of  course  exercise  a  high  degree  of  reviev/  and  control 
over  virtually  all  aspects  of  the  project  at  all  stages  of  its 
development. 

This  is  not  to  say  that  the  State  should  second-guess  the  BRA,  which 
by  law  has  the  operational  responsibility  for  Boston  urban  renewal 
projects.   It  is  just  to  say  that  the  State  should  recognize,  accept 
and  exercise  its  responsibilities,  but  do  so  in  a  positive  manner 
which  does  not  create  unnecessary  obstacles  to  project  development. 

The  BRA,  in  fact,  is  a  sophisticated  agency  which  has  a  documented 
record  as  being  one  of  the  best  renewal  agencies  in  the  nation. 
Recent  and  as  yet  unpublished  HUD  surveys  rank  the  BRA  at  the  top 
in  virtually  all  categories  of  evaluation.  The  above  statements 
•concerning  State  responsibility,  consequently,  are  made  not  in  the 
context  of  any  concern  for  the  BRA's  capacities,  but  in  the  context 
of  a  concern  for  the  State's  satisfying  its  responsibilities  for 
protecting  the  public  interest. 
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Since  technically  the  DGA  has  before  it  for  consideration  only 
the  urban  renewal  plan  for  Park  Plaza,  the  proposed  BUA  Park  Plaza 
project  plan  is  before  the  DCA  only  insofar  as  the  project  plar 
is  evidence  on  which  the  necessary  findings  about  the  urban  re 
plan  can  be  based.   These  findings,  required  by  the  urban 
redevelopment  statutes  of  the  Commonwealth,  must  be  made  in  advance 
of  approval,  and  are  designed  to  safeguard  the  public  interest. 

The  BRA  originally  submitted  the  Park  Plaza  urban  renewal  plan  to 
the  DCA  on  January  13,  1972.   The  DCA  disapproved  the  plan  on 
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June  9,  1972.   The  BRA  resubmitted  the  plan  on  November  28,  1972,  and 
it  is  upon  this  resubmission  that  the  DCA  must  make  its  decision. 

In  the  resubmission,  the  original  urban  renewal  plan  was  not  changed. 
Nor  was  the  cooperation  agreement  between  the  City  of  Boston  and 
the  BRA  changed.   However,  new  supporting  documents  were  prepared 
in  response  to  the  DCA's  June  9,  1972  disapproval  and  in  response 
to  subsequent  meetings  between  the  DCA  and  the  BRA.   These  new 
supporting  documents  were  discussed  in  the  recent  public  hearings 
held  by  the  DCA. 

The  proper  framework  for  an  informed  judgement  on  the  Park  Plaza 
urban  renewal  plan  is  found  in  a  continuing  awareness  that  the 
project  will  have  both  costs  and  benefits.   Some  of  the  costs  and 
some  of  the  benefits  can  be  measured  and  quantified;  but  some 
just  cannot.   For  example,  the  short-term  benefit  from  the 
construction  jobs  created  during  the  project  development  cycle  can 
be  calculated,  but  the  long-term  cost  to  the  quality  of  life  in 
Boston  from  the  construction  of  six  new  high-rise  towers  cannot. 

The  scope  of  this  SRG  Interim  Report  does  not  permit  either  an 
analysis  of  all  of  the  costs  and  all  the  benefits  bearing  on  the 
DCA  decision,  nor  has  the  SRG  taken  as  its  charge  an  attempt  to 
weigh  all  the  costs  and  all  the  benefits  in  an  effort  to  recommend 
a  decision.  However,  the  SRG  does  conclude  as  follows: 


1.   The  SRG  considers  that  the  orderly  development  of  Boston 
is  one  of  the  most  important  public  policy  issues  before  the  citizens 
of  the  Commonwealth.   The  decisions  that  are  now  being  made,  with 
respect  to  this  development,  will  have  tremendous  economic,  social 
and  environmental  impact  for  the  next  century.   The  factors  involved 
in  such  decisions  must  take  into  account  all  matters  affecting  urban 
life  and  no  one  factor  should  be  viewed  in  isolation.   These  factors 
include  the  Governor's  new  transportation  policy,  the  President's 
recent  freeze  on  low-income  housing,  the  new  Federal  and  State 
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environmental  requirements  and  the  amount  and  extent  of  public 
subsidies  required  for  proper  urban  development.   It  is  in  this 
spirit  that  the  SRG  has  prepared  this  report  on  the  proposed 
development  of  Park  Plaza  and  it  is  in  this  spirit  that  the  SRG 
requests  DCA  arid  BRA  to  continue  to  cooperate  in  accomplishing 
thife  development  and  that  any  approval  by  DCA  of  the  urban 
renewal  plan  be  conditioned  as  suggested  in  this  summary. 

2.  That  a  unified  redevelopment  plan  for  the  area  described' 
in  the  Park  Plaza  plan,  lying  to  the  south  of  the  Boston  Common 
and  Public  Garden,  would  be  in  the  best  interests  of  Boston  and 
the  Commonwealth  because  it  would  prevent  piece-meal,  uncoordinated 
development.   Ihe  SRG  does  not,  however,  believe  that  its  proper  . 
role  should  extend  to  recommending  either  approval  or  disapproval 
of  the  Park  Plaza  urban  renewal  plan. 

3.  Since  approval  of  the  Park  Plaza  urban  renewal   plan  as 
presently  submitted  to  DCA  would  constitute  State  approval  of  an 
urban  renewal  plan  allowing  construction  of  three  new  high-rise 
towers  up  to  650  feet  high  and  three  new  high-rise  towers  up  to 
450  feet  high  in  this  area,  the  effect  on  the  environment  must  be 
closely  reviewed. 

4.  The  SRG  recognizes  the  importance  to  the  City  of  Bostoii, 
its  citizens,  and  to  the  Commonwealth  of  the  historic  qualities 
and  uniqueness  of  most  of  the  Project  Site.   For  this  reason, 

the  SRG  concludes  that  the  procedures  suggested  below  be  followed 
in  the  State's  review  of  the  proposal. 
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5.  That  section  61  of  Chapter  30  of  the  Massachusetts  General 
Laws,  which  became  effective  December  31,  1972,  requires  the  DCA 
to  make  a  finding  describing  the  environmental  impact  of  the  plan 
and  a  finding  that  all  feasible  measures  have  been  taken  to  avoid 
or  minimize  the  environmental  impact o 

6.  That  section  62  of  Chapter  30  of  the  Massachusetts  General 
Laws,  which  become^,  effective  on  July  1,  1973,  requires  BRA  and  DCA 
publish  a  final  environmental  impact  report  for  any  land  disposition 
agreement  covering  any  parcel  in  the  Park  Plaza  urban  renewal  area. 

7.  That  it  is  in  the  public  interest  that  the  DCA  publish  the 
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findings  described  in  paragraph  5  and  6  above. 

8.  That  because  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  public 
subsidies  in  the  Park  Plaza  project  plan,  the  public  interest 
requires  the  DGA  to  condition  its  approval  of  the  Park  Plaza 
urban  renewal  plan  upon  submission  to  it  for  findings  and  approval, 
in  accordance  with  section  48  of  Chapter  121B  of  the  Massachusetts 
General  Laws  (MGL) ,  of  any  land  disposition  agreement  covering  any 
parcel  in  the  Park  Plaza  urban  renewal  plan.   The  magnitude  of  the 
proposed  Park  Plaza  project  is  such  that  only  by  a  parcel -by-parcel 
review  can  the  approval  power  conferred  upon  DGA  be  effectively 
exercised.   This  conclusion  is  based  upon  the  decision  of  the 
Supreme  Judicial  Court,  decided  on  November  15,  1972,  in  Commissioner 
of  Community  Affairs  v.  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  and  Others 
(1972  Advance  Sheets  of  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  1743). 

9.  That  both  the  Special  Design  Advisory  Committee  and  the 
Citizen  Advisory  Committee  proposed  by  the  BRA  are  important  steps 
in  assuring  the  protection  of  the  public  interest. 

10.  That  because  so  many  of  the  safeguards  of  Federal  urban 
renewal  project  are  not  part  of  the  Park  Plaza  urban  renewal  plan, 

an  open,  broadly  based  citizens'  review  committee  be  established  with 
technical  assistance  by  DGA  to  assist  it  in  rendering  the  approvals 
suggested  in  paragraphs  6  and  8  above. 

11.  That  the  BRA  notify  the  DGA  of  changes  made  to  the  Park  Plaza 
urban  renev/al  plan  whether  or  not  they  are  deemed  substantial 
changes  by  the  BRA,  and 

12.  That  any  review  requirements,  and  review  procedures, 
established  by  the  DGA  be  administered  in  an  expiditious  fashion 
to  avoid  project  development  delays  and  to  reflect  the  spirit  of 
the  decision  referred  to  in  paragraph  8  above. 


GENERAL  CONSIDERATIONS 

This  section  of  the  report  explains  the  concept  of  the  Park  Plaza 
plan,  identifies  the  roles  of  various  governing  bodies  who  must  act 
upon,  it,  and  review  the  requirements  the  DCA  must  meet  in  making  its 
determinations . 

The  Concept  of  the  Park  Plaza  Plan 

As  Figure  1  shows,  the  Park  Plaza  plan  is  a  plan  to  redevelop  the 
entire  southern  edge  of  the  Boston  Common  and  Public  Garden.   The 
project  area  extends  from  Arlington  Street  to  the  northern  side  of 
Washington  Street,  and  thereby  links  effectively  the  downtown 
Central  Business  District  with  the  Back  Bay.   The  developable  land 
area  within  the  plan  is  about  16  acres. 

In  concept,  the  redevelopment  of  this  area  under  a  cohesive 
comprehensive  plan  could  create  an  entirely  new  neighborhood,  with 
new  shops  to  strengthen  the  city's  retail  base,  housing  to  attract 
more  people  to  live  downtown,  and  a  central  covered  pedestrian  way 
linking  these  activities  together  through  the  entire  length  of  the 
site. 

In  addition  to  its  physical  aspects,  the  plan  as  presented  is 
conceived  to  be  accomplished  at  little  public  cash  cost.   Previously, 
Boston's  major  redevelopment  projects  were  subsidized  by  the  Federal 
Government,   Since  1954,  the  City  has  been  encouraged  to  renew  many 
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of  its  older  and  run-down  areas  through  Federal  urban  renewal 
programs,  which  provided  substantial  Federal  funds  to  the  City  for 
this  purpose  provided  the  plans  met  Federal  requirements  and 
guidelines.   This  Federal  program  is  now  being  withdrawn.   Park 
Plaza  is,  therefore,  a  new  kind  of  replacement  program  to  permit 
the  City  to  continue  its  renewal  without  the  Federal  program. 

The  idea  of  being  able  to  redevelop  the  area  at  little  public  cash 
cost  is  based  upon  several  conditions  particular  to  the  Park  Plaza 
area.   For  example,  a  new  street  is  needed  to  straighten  out  the 
awkT»7ard  c^r'cul^^'' (  ~^    ■np^-'"r>V-\   ".-rmiTn^^  p -■■>''"- <^'"--"-    ^^-     ■  ■ 
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built,  about  ^h   acres  of  discontinued  City  streets  would  become 
available  for  redevelopment.   If  major  redevelopment  of  the  Park 
Square  area  can  be  accomplished,  and  if  the  land  in  the  Combat 
Zone  next  to  it  can  be  assembled,  there  may  well  be  substantial 
developer  interest  in  renewing  the  Combat  Zone  as  a  continuation 
of  the  Park  Plaza  plan. 

In  essence,  the  City  will  subsidize  the  first  phase  of  the  project 
by  building  the  street  and  creating  the  left-over  land,  and  it  will 
control  the  redevelopment  of  the  second  phase  through  its  power  to 
assemble  the  land  through  eminent  domain  proceedings. 

The  Role  of  Public  Bodies  Which  Must  Act  Upon  the  Plan 
Within  the  system  of  checks  and  balances  used  traditionally  to 
safeguard  and  assure  the  success  of  major  public  works  projects 
such  as  this,  there  are  roles  legally  assigned  to  various  public 
bodies  either  to  initiate  or  to  judge  redevelopment  plans.  Formerly, 
urban  renewal  programs  were  initiated  by  the  BRA  and  judged  by  the 
City,  the  State  and  the  Federal  Government.   Since  Federal  funds  were 
being  used,  the  Federal  Government's  guidelines  and  procedures  for 
acceptance  were  detailed  and  comprehensive.   In  effect,  no  money 
could  be  had,  unless  all  procedures  were  followed,  and  unless  every 
requirement  of  law  and  regulation  was  met.   State  laws  and  guidelines 
were  drawn  up  at  that  time  to  reflect  those  of  the  Federal  Government, 
The  State's  role  was  then  principally  to  protect  the  citizens  of  the 
Commonwealth  and  to  be  certain  that  at  least  the  minimum  protections 


provided  by  Federal  guidelines  were  met.   To  reinforce  the  State's 
role,  the  legislature  declared  that  the  State  was  responsible  for  the 
use  of  the  power  of  eminent  domain,  and  that  this  power  only  was  to 
the  transfered  on  a  project  by  project  basis,  after  certain  conditions 
had  been  met.   It  charged  the  DCA  with  the  task  of  overseeing  these 
conditions. 

The  fact  that  no  Federal  participation  is  anticipated  for  the  Park 
Plaza  project  has  removed  the  requirement  of  meeting  Federal 
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approvals.   The  fact  that  no  funds  are  being  sought  from  the  State, 
however,  has  not  removed  the  State's  responsibility  to  ascertain 
whether  or  not  the  project  meets  established  conditions  protecting 
the  use  of  the  power  of  eminent  domain. 

The  Law 

Chapter  121B,  section  ^8  of  the  MGL  govern  the  use  of  the  power  of 
eminent  domain  for  urban  renewal  projects.   This  law,  made  to 
coincide  with  federally-assisted  projects,  states  that  "the 
Department  [of  Community  Affairs]  shall  not  approve  any  urban 
renewal  plan  unless 

1.  The  urban  renewal  plan  is  based  upon  a  local  survey  and 
conforms  to  a  comprehensive  plan  for  the  locality  as  a  while. 

2.  That  the  project  area  would  not  by  private  enterprize 
alone  and  without  government  subsidy  or  the  exercise  of  governmental 
powers  be  made  available  for  urban  renewal. 

3.  That  the  proposed  land  uses  and  building  requirements  in 
the  project  area  will  afford  maximum  opportunity  to  privately  financed 
urban  renewal  consistent  with  the  sound  needs  of  the  locality  as  a 
whole. 

4.  The  financial  plan  is  sound. 

5.  The  project  area  is  decadent,  substandard  or  blighted  open 
area. 

6.  That  the  urban  renewal  plan  is  sufficiently  complete,  as 
required  by  Section  One. 
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7.  The  relocation  plan  has  been  approved  under  Chapter  79A. 
References  to  both  section  one  and  Chapter  79A  are  to  be  a  series  of 
detailed  guidelines  by  the  terms  of  which  these  determinations  are  to 
be  made . 

In  addition  to  these  findings,  section  61  of  Chapter  30  of  the  MGL 
(effective  December  31,  1972)  requires  that: 

8.  Any  determination  made  by  an  agency  of  the  Commonwealth 
shall  include  a  finding  describing  the  environmental  impact,  if  any, 
of  the  project  and  a  finding  that  all  feasible  measures  have  been 
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taken  to  avoid  or  minimize  said  impact. 

The  purposes  of  these  laws  are  clear.   In  sum,  they  are  to  assure: 

1.  That  if  private  land  is  to  be  taken,  by  a  public  authority, 
that  it  will  be  taken  only  for  a  public  purpose  which  will  benefit 
the  locality  as  a  whole. 

2.  That  the  people  to  be  displaced  will  be  treated  as 
equitably  as  possible. 

3.  That  the  financial  assumptions  upon  which  a  plan  is  based 
are  sound  and  will  not  cause  future  public  liabilities. 

4.  That  the  preservation  and  enhancement  of  the  environment 
has  been  carefully  considered. 

It  is  clearly  the  intent  of  the  law  to  establish  safeguards  to  the 
use  of  the  power  of  eminent  domain  in  the  State.  -  It  is  similarly 
clear  that  whether  or  not  the  State  helps  to  fund  the  project,  that 
Park  Plaza  is  a  State  urban  renewal  project  and  cannot  except  by  a 
change  in  legislation  be  considered  otherwise. 

Approvals  of  the  Plan 

Under  State  law,  the  Department  of  Community  Affairs  must  make  all 
the  required  findings.   It  cannot  avoid  answering  any  of  them;  nor 
can  it  pose  conditions  which  state,  in  effect,  that  if  this  or  that 
is  done,  a  positive  finding  can  thereafter  be  made.   All  conditions 
mjst  be  met  before  the  finding  is  made. 
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The  reason  for  this  is  evident.   Whitout  all  findings  having  to  be 
made  at  once,  the  law  would  be  ineffective.   The  findings  are  meant 
to  be  made  together.   It  would  hardly  be  useful  to  approve  the  plan 
on  some  grounds  and  then  later  disapprove  it  on  others.   This 
situation  is  particularly  troublesome  with  the  Park  Plaza  plan, 
because  it  is  proposed  that  work  which  would  reflect  these ' findings 
be  carried  out  after  approval  has  been  granted. 

Similarly,  the  DCA  cannot  base  its  findings  on  the  intents  of  the 
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developer  or  the  BRA.   In  effect,  the  only  plan  the  DCA  can  properly 
judge  is  the  urban  renewal  plan  itself,  and  various  supplementary 
information  which  pertains  to  this  plan,  existing  conditions,  and 
the  project  plan.   The  fact  that  the  BRA  has  retained  environmental 
consultants,  and  instituted  a  design  review  of  the  project 
unfortunately  cannot  be  used  as  evidence  affecting  the  findings 
the  Department  must  make.   The  reason  is  clear  in  the  wording  and 
intent  of  the  law,  which  requires  the  State  to  make  the  findings 
on  the  basis  of  completed  work,  not  work  which  will  be  accomplished 
after  approval  are  granted. 

Even  though  Park  Plaza  is  a  State  urban  renewal  project,  the  role 
of  the  State  and  that  of  the  BRA  are  inherently  different.   The  BRA 
initiated  the  plan,  and  initiated  any  changes  to  it.   The  DCA  cannot 
and  should  not  initiate  modifications  to  the  plan.   The  BRA,  as  the 
local  redevelopment  agency,  must  prepare  a  plan  which  meets  the 
intent  and  requirements  of  the  law.   The  DCA's  task  is  only  to  see 
that  these  provisions  have  been  met. 
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DESIGN  CONSIDERATIONS 

This  section  treats  design  considerations  of  the  plan.   These 
considerations  particularly  concern  the  findings  required  with 
regard  to  the  existence  of  a  comprehensive  plan,  that  land  uses 
and  building  requirements  are  consistent  with  the  sound  needs  of 
the  locality  as  a  whole,  and  the  effect  of  the  new  1972  State  law 
on  environmental  impact. 

The  Urban  Renewal  Plan  must  be  based  upon  a  local  survey,  and 
conform  to  a  comprehensive  plan  for  the  locality  as  a  whole. 

In  1964,  a  General  Plan  for  Boston  1965/1975  was  published  by 
the  BRA.   This  plan  met  the  requirements  of  a  comprehensive  plan 
required  to  qualify  the  City  for  funding  under  Federal  urban  renewal 
plans.   In  this  plan,  the  Park  Plaza  project  area  was  included  in 
the  Central  Business  District  General  Neighborhood  Renewal  Plan, 
which  was  a  survey  and  planning  project  at  that  time.   The  CBD 
project  was  not  brought  beyond  the  survey  and  planning  phase  of 
Boston's  federally-assisted  renewal  program.   Federal  requirements 
call  for  a  Workable  Program  to  be  certified  periodically  to  identify 
the  continuing  appropriateness  of  the  general  plan  and  the  actions 
expected  to  be  taken  to  achieve  it.   Boston  has  not  had  its  Federal 
program  recertified.   The  BRA  intends  to  create  another  general 
plan,  and  has  begun  to  prepare  it.   It  considers  the  Park  Plaza 
project  as  a  demonstration  of  a  new  strategy  for  the  downtown  core 
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area,  but  it  has  not  to  date  published  a  new  comprehensive  plan. 
As  a  result  there  is  little  documentation  which  describes  Park 
Plaza  in  the  context  of  other  city  plans  and  how  this  project  is 
intended  to  affect  other  areas  of  the  city.   For  example,  what  the 
effect  of  displacing  the  Combat  Zone  will  be;  how  investments  in 
this  project  will  affect  other  areas  coippeting  for  retail,  housing 
and  office  investments. 

The  proposed  land  uses  and  building  requirements  in  the  project  area 
must  afford  maximum  opportunity  to  privately  financed  urban  renewal 
consistent  with  the  sound  needs  of  the  locality  as  a  whole.   The  land 
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uses  called  for  in  the  Park  Plaza  plan  should  benefit  the 
surrounding  locality.   It  is  apparent  that  the  nev/ly  developed 
Tufts  Medical  Complex  in  South  Cove  vn.ll  need  adjacent  moderate, 
not  luxury,  housing,  and  the  plan  would  be  better  in  this  respect 
if  it  called  for  more  mixed-income  housing.   If  the  plan  successfully 
attracts  a  strong  new  retail  complex,  it  should  help  the  presently 
decaying  Washington  Street  area  in  the  long  run.   It  may  also 
compete  to  some  extent  -.rith  existing  stores  on  Washington  Street, 
and  will  certainly  cause  a  temporary  readjustirient  iri.  do7mtcr/7n  retail 
activity.   It  is  deser-/ing  of  note  that  both  this  project  and  t'-Jc. 
Faneuil  Plall-Quincy  Market  project  vTill  be  '/ying  for  retail 
investments  at  the  sane  time.   In  a  general  sense,  housing  and 
retail  land  uses  go-  *^7ell  together. 

Any  determjLnation  made  by  an.  agency  of  the  Commonwealth  shall  include 
a  finding  describing  the  enviror-mental  impact,  if  anv ,  of  the  ::ro''ect 
ap.d  a  finding  that  all  feasible  measures  have  been  taken  to  avoid  or 
ri.nimize  said  im.pact.   The  consistency  of  the  building  requirements 
of  the  plan  -v/ith  the  needs  of  the  locality  is  very  much  a  q'aestion 
of  er.vironr.ental  impact,  even  though  the  meaning  of  enviromaental 
impact  is  broader  as  it  is  described  in  the  stat^^ite.   In  addition, 
the  Public  Garden  and  Boston  Common  are  a  treasured  city-'/ride  resource 
Figure  3  gives  some  idea  of  wr^at  the  project  could  look  like  from 
the  Boston  Common.   Tne  3?A  is  retaining  consultants  to  determine 
the  effect  of  the  Park  Plaz-a  plan  on  these  areas.   There  is,  ho-^rever, 
no  data  in  the  present  submission  which  would  permit  the  I/CA  to 
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accurately  state  the  environmental  impact  of  the  project,  or  to 
find  that  all  feasible  measures  have  been  taken  to  avoid  or  minimize 
this  impact.   Any  serious  analysis  of  this  impact  has  simply  not 
been  a  part  of  the  project's  formulation  to  date. 

Questions  regarding  environmental  impact  have  received  considerable 
attention  over  recent  years  in  Federal  courts.   Since  the  State  law 
on  this  subject  was  only  adopted  in  1972  and  effective  on  December 
31,  1972,  there  is  no  body  of  existing  Massachusetts  case  law  on 
this  subject. 


"Damage  to  the  environinent"  under  this  statute  includes  "any 
destruction,  damage  or  impairment,  actual  or  probable,  to  any  of 
the  natural  resources  of  the  Commonwealth  including  but  not  limited 
to  air  pollution,  water  pollution,  improper  sewage  disposal, 
excessive  noise,  destruction  of  open  spaces,  parks  or  historic 
districts  or  sites."  (Ch.  30,  section  61) 

Federal  guidelines  would  require  the  BRA  to  submit  a  detailed 
statement  of  the  specific  impact  of  the  project  upon  at  least  the 
following  prior  to  approving  an  urban  renewal  plan: 

1.  The  retail,  housing,  office  and  hotel  markets  in  the  City 
and  region. 

2.  The  social  and  environmental  characteristics  of  the  project 
area. 

3.  Transportation  to  and  from  the  area  and  the  City. 
k.      The  ecology  of  the  Public  Garden  and  Common. 

5.  Air  and  noise  pollution. 

6.  Wind. 

7.  City  services  such  as  sewers,  water  supply,  fire  protection, 
gas  and  oil  supplies. 

In  addition.  Federal  guidelines  would  require  that  a  series  of 
alternative  plans  be  evaluated  in  order  to  clearly  demonstrate  that 
all  feasible  measures  had  been  taken  to  minimize  these  impacts. 

The  project's  actual  design  is  intended  to  be  developed  in  building 
mass  and  land-use  studies  to  begin  upon  State  approval  of  the  project. 
Although  it  is  clear  that  the  State  cannot  give  prior  approval  to 
this  study,  it  may  be  possible  to  turn  this  body  of  work  into  an 
environmental  impact  statement. 
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PUBLIC  INTEREST  PROTECTIONS 

This  section  reviews  the  provisions  in  the  State  laws  which  concern 
the  protection  of  the  public.   Reviewed  here  are  considerations 
relative  to  findings  which  must  be  made  regarding  the  existence  of 
blight,  whether  the  plan  is  complete,  whether  the  plan  could  be 
developed  without  government  subsidy  or  powers  of  eminent  domain 
and  the  adequacy  of  the  relocation  plan. 

The  Pro.ject  Area  Hist  be  Decadent,  Substandard  or  Blighted  Open  Space 
A  serious  issue  raised  by  Park  Plaza  is  the  issue  of  public  purpose. 
Clearly  the  reconstruction  of  the  streets  in  the  Park  Square  area  is 
a  public  purpose,  and  to  the  extent  that  reasonable  measurements  of 
blight  show  that  areas  are  truly  in  need  of  clearance,  these  areas' 
reconstruction  may  be  a  public  purpose.   It  is  significantly  more 
difficult  to  reasonably  infer  that  the  clearance  of  buildings  in 
good  condition  is  warranted  in  order  to  extend  the  effect  of  an 
urban  renewal  project. 

Federal  guidelines  attempt  to  clarify  this  issue  in  stating:  "The 
necessity  for  clearance  of  a  project  area,  or  of  any  part  thereof, 
must  be  satisfactorily  demonstrated  in  all  cases.   If  conditions 
warranting  clearance  do  no  exist,  the  appropriate  treatment  will  be 
conservation  or  reconditioning  which  may  iclude  spot  clearance. 
"1.   More  than  50  percent  of  the  buildings  not  including 
accessory  outbuildings,  must,  by  reasonable  criteria,  be  substandard 
to  a  degree  warranting  clearance. 


iM 


"2.   More  than  20  percent  of  the  buildings  must  be  substandard 
requiring  clearance,  and  substantial  other  clearance  must  be  warranted 
to  effectively  remove  blighting  influences  such  as: 

a.  Inadequate  street  layout 

b.  Incompatible  uses  or  land  use  relationships 

c.  CX/-ercrowding  of  buildings  on  land 

d.  Obsolete  buildings  not  suitable  for  improvement  or 
conversion 

e.  Other  identified  hazards  to  health  and  safety  and  to 
the  general  well-being  of  the  community. 
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"The  local  agency  must  also  1).  show  that  the  extent  of  clearance 
proposed  is  warranted,  and  2).  fully  justify  the  acquisition  of 
individual  parcels  of  basically  sound  property." 

Under  Federal  programs,  the  Federal  government  was  funding  the  costs 
of  property  acquisition,  so  that  in  addition  to  concerning  itself 
with  the  public  interest  issue,  it  reviewed  carefully  these  takings 
to  minimize  costs. 

Figure  k   shows  the  distribution  of  buildings  warranting  clearance, 
and  buildings  with  deficiencies  prepared  by  the  BRA.   Clearly  the 
greatest  number  of  buildings  judged  to  be  in  poor  condition  are  in 
Parcels  D  and  E. 

It  would  appear  from  the  plan  that  the  block  of  buildings  between 
existing  Columbus  Avenue  and  Arlington  Street  would  not  be  required 
to  be  taken  for  the  construction  of  the  proposed  new  street.  We 
have  not  inspected  these  buildings  and  have  not  reviewed  the  standards 
or  documentation  used  to  establish  this  plan.   Given  the  fact  that 
neither  Federal  reviews  nor  Federal  or  State  funds  are  being  used 
in  this  project,  there  are  fewer  safeguards  built  into  the 
determination  of  these  standardsthan  there  would  be  under  traditional 
programs . 
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'"°'"°"  °""  ■-  ""ti™  °"-  °f  "Chapter  121B  states  that  an  "Urban 
renewal  plan  shall  indicate  or  be  accccpanled  by  .^terials  indicating 
the  proposed  .ethod  for  relocation  of  persons  and  organisations  to 
be  displaced  by  the  project  and  the  availability  of  and  .eans  by 
whxch  there  will  be  provided  dwelling  units  for  such  persons 
substantially  equal  in  nu^er  to  the  nu^er  of  dwelling  units  to  be 
rendered  temporarily  or  pe^anently  uninhabitable  as  a  result  of 
carrying  out  the  project." 

No  such  plan  has  as  yet  been  provided  for  Parcels  D  and  E  of  the  Park 

Plaza  plan,  although  t-hc  rra  -,-.,4-   j 

y        ,  &  .  the  BRA  intends  to  undertake  such  a  plan  as 

the  time  to  develop  these  parcels  nears. 
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Once  it  is  announced  that  Parcels  D  and  E  are  to  become  part  of  an 
urban  renewal  plan,  it  is  clear  that  property  owners  within  this  area  . 
will  be  unable  to  sell  their  land  as  easily  or  as  freely  as  they  could 
before.   If,  in  effect,  the  conditions  shown  in  Figure  4  are  correct, 
it  is  even  likely  that  certain  owners  will  simply  abandon  their 
properties,  preferring  to  have  the  city  recover  them,  than  to  maintain 
them  themselves.   Only  if  an  assured  time  period  were  established, 
and  if  assessments  of  these  properties,  as  required  of  the  city  by 
the  Boston  City  Council,  were  made  now  upon  which  incentives  for 
continued  maintenance  could  be  based,  could  the  rights  of  these 
owners  be  reasonably  assured. 

The  Relocation  Plan  Has  Been  Approved  Under  Chapter  79A 
State  law.  Chapter  79A,  MGL,  requires,  before  any  acquisition  involving 
the  displacement  of  five  or  more  residential  or  business  occupants 
by  an  agency  with  eminent  domain  powers  can  take  place, that  the  Bureau 
of  Relocation,  DCA,  qualify  a  relocation  agency  to  provide  advisory 
assistance  and  payments  (sec. 2,  3,  Ch.  79A),  and  approve  a  relocation 
plan  (sec.  4,  5)  consistent  with  the  requirements  of  the  chapter  and 
Bureau  regulations.   To  be  qualified,  according  to  Bureau  regulations, 
the  proposed  relocation  agency  must  have  sufficient  legal  authority, 
financial  resources,  adequate  staff,  and  acceptable  standing  in  the 
community,  to  successfully  implement  a  humane  and  timely  relocation 
program.   The  relocation  plan  must  show  the  availability  of  decent, 
safe  and  sanitary  residential  dwellings  and  commercial  buildings. 
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within  the  financial  means  of  and  suitable  to  other  needs  of  occupants 
to  be  displaced,  sufficient  in  number  to  allow  at  least  three  suitable 
choices  for  each  relocatee.   Following  qualification  of  an  agency  and 
approval  of  a  relocation  plan,  the  Bureau  will  monitor  the  performance 
of  the  relocation  agency  and  may  suspend  its  approval  (thereby 
forestalling  relocation  until  approval  is  reinstated)  if  the  agency 
proceeds  in  disregard  of  the  plan  and  if  relocation  assistance  is 
inadequate. 

Limited  moving  expense  payments  are  required  under  State  law,  but 
for  Park  Plaza  Federal-level  relocation  payments  will  be  provided. 
These  are  far  more  generous  and  include  for  residential  displacees 
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actual  moving  costs,  or  payment  based  upon  a  fixed-schedule  (up 

to  $300  depending  on  number  of  rooms)  plus  a  dislocation  allowance 

(up  to  $4,200),  and  supplementary  payments  to  assist  in  the  renting  or 

purchase  of  replacement  accomodations  (up  to  $4,000  for  tenants). 

Businesses  receive  payment  for  actual  moving  costs,  direct  loss 

of  tangible  personal  property,  limited  expenses  in  searching  for 

a  new!  location,  or  may  receive  payment  in  lieu  of  moving  and  related 

costs  based  on  average  net  annual  earnings  (up  to  $10,000).  Businesses 

are  not  compensated  for  increased  costs  in  a  new  location,  loss  of 

business  during  moves,  loss  of  goodwill  or  profits,  loss  of  trained 

employees,  etc. 

Park  Plaza  Plan 

The  Park  Plaza  relocation  plan  submitted  for  Bureau  approval  involves 
the  displacement  of  2  6  households  -  eight  families,  eight  individuals 
living  alone,  and  ten  joint  households  (two  or  more  unrelated 
individuals  sharing  an  apartment)  and  207  businesses,  employing 
1400+  workers.   These  numbers  include  Parcels  A,  B  and  C  only  - 
no  plan  has  been  submitted  for  D  and  E.   The  plan  includes 
documentation  of  housing  resources  and  estimates  of  commercial 
space  available  in  general  office  and  retail  categories,  which  are 
the  predominate  types  needed.   Relocation  is  to  be  phased  over  a 
five  year  period,  minimum. 
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FINANCIAL   PLAN 

The  financial  plan  for  Park  Plaza  is  extraordinarily  complex 
and  creative.   It  is  founded  on  a  thorough  understanding  of  the 
cash  flovj  requirements  of  real  estate  development  financing;  its 
execution  will  require  both  finesse  and  sophisticated  scheduling. 
The.  only  existing  project  in  Boston  which  approaches  its  scale  is 
the  Prudential  Center  development,  which  required  a  special  act  of 
the  legislature  to  satisfy  its  financial  requirements. 

In  General 

A  complete  ujiderstanding  of  real  estate  financing  for  large- 
scale  projects  such  as  Park  Plaza  is  at  the  least  a  specialized 
task  for  financial  experts.   But  even  the  most  sophisticated  plans 
are  based  upon  fundamental  financial  techniques,  and  can  be  ex-  . 
plained  in  these  terms.   In  brief  terms,  for  any  project  there  are 
usually  two  financing  stages:  the  construction  (or" interim)  financ- 
ing stage,  which  provides  the  money  required  during  construction  of 
the  project;  and  the  permanent  financing  stage,  which  provides  the 
money  once  the  project  is  completed.   In  both  the  construction  and 
permanent  financing  stages,  the  developer  normally  borrovjs  the  large 
proportion  of  the  necessary  funds,  through  mortgage  loans  from  banks. 
Insurance  companies,  and  other  lenders.   The  permanent  loan  proceeds 
are  used  to  pay  off  the  construction  mortgage. 

Once  the  project  is  completed,  the  developer  collects  rents, 
and  this  rental  income  is  the  source  of  the  funds  to  pay  the  perma- 
nent mortgage  costs,  both  Interest  and  principal. 


17  A.'/ 


During  construction  of  the  buildings,  hovjever,  the  developer 
collects  no  rents,  but  still  must  pay  the  interest  costs  of  the 
construction  mortgage.   These  costs  v;ill  be  in  the  tens  of  millions 
of  dollars  for  Park  Plaza. 

In  addition,  there  are  cash  project  costs  v.'hich  a  developer 
must  bear  even  before  he  can  obtain  a. construction  mortgage  loan: 
architect's  and  lavryer's  fees,  land  acquisition  and  demolition 
costs,  and  administrative  expenses. 

There  is,  consequently,  a  requirement  for  "front-end  money"  -- 
the  funds  which  a  developer  must  invest  in  a  project  before  a  lender 
will  agree  to  a  mortgage  loan  for  the  remainder.   This  front-end 
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money  is  similar  to  a  dovm-payment  on  a  traditional  home  mortgagSj 
and  as  a  general  rule  is  20^  of  the  total  costs.   If,  however,  the 
developer  has  in  hand  a  lease  for  a  major  part  of  the  building  in 
advance  of  construction,  it  is  often  possible  to  obtain  100^  finan- 
cing. 

In  a  project  v;ith  many  phases,  the  front-end  money  for  the 
later  phases  can  often  be  generated  from  the  profits  and  values 
created  from  the  earlier  phases.   Still,  however,  the  problem  of 
cash  flow  is  the  critical  one:  there  must  be  sufficient  cash  flowing 
in  from  some  source  to  pay  the  front-end  costs  and  to  meet  the  con- 
struction mortgage  loan  payments  before  the  project  Itself  starts  to 
generate  profits. 

Park  Plaza  Financial  Plan 

In  the  context  of  the  above  generalized  explanation,  the  Park 
Plaza  financing  plan  can  be  outlined. 

The  urban  renewal  plan  area  is  divided  in  five  parcels:  A, 
B,  C,  D,  and  E.   Parcels  A,  B  and  C  are  Stage  I  and  lie  betv/een 
Arlington  Street  and  Tremont  Street.   Parcels  D  &  E  (The  Combat 
Zone)  are  Stage  II  and  lie  betv;een  Tremont  Street  and  Harrison 
Avenue . 

The  BRA  and  BUA  executed  a  letter  of  intent  on  November  28, 
1972  covering  Stage  I.   In  that  letter  of  intent,  it  is  indicated 
that  separately  BUA  has  agreed  to  submit  a  subsequent  proposal 
for  the  redevelopment  of  Parcel  D  and  to  offer  its  professional 
services  to  v/homever  is  subsequently  designated  as  the  redeveloper 
of  Parcel  E.   This  separate  agreement  is  contained  in  a  September 
12,  1972  letter  from  BUA  to  the  BRA. 
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It  is,  consequently,  only  the  financial  plan  for  Stage  I  which 
can  be  analyzed  in  detail  at  this  time. 

BUA  proposes  to  divide  Stage  I  (Parcels  A,  B  and  C)  into  six 
sub-stages.   Construction  on  the  final,  sixth  sub-stage  is  to  begin 
within  seven  years  after  the  first  sub-stage  begins,  and  the  other 
sub-stages  are  to  begin  at  specified  intermediate  intervals. 

The  first  sub-stage  would  be  a  hotel  and  parking  garage;  the 
second  sub-stage  a  residential  tov;er  and  the  first  half  of  the 
Boylston  Street  retail  arcade.   These  first  two  sub-stages  are  inter- 
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changeable^,  and  it  is  likely  that  they  v;ould  begin  at  about  the  same 
time. 

In  a  Federal  urban  renewal  project.  Federal  funds  are  available 
to  the  BRA  to  subsidize  land  assembly,  demolition,  public  improvements 

and  other  initial  costs  to  help  get  the  project  underway.   A 
critical  aspect  of  this  subsidy  is  the  "write-down"  of  land 
costs:  the  BRA  can  sell  parcels  of  land  in  an  urban  renevml 
project  for  less  than  its  cost  in  acquiring  and  clearing  these 
parcels.   Without  this  ability  to  "write-down"  the  cost  of  par- 
cels, urban  renewal  projects  could  not  be  carried  through  to 
completion. 

Because  Park  Plaza  is  not  a  Federal  project,  there  are  no 
Federal  funds  available  to  subsidize  any  project  costs  (except 
BRA  staff  time  &  expenses).  Because  Park  Plaza  is  not  a  State- 
aided  project  (although  it  is  a  State  project)  there  are  similarly 
no  State  funds  available. 

Instead,  there  are  City  and  BRA  funds  and  devices  which  pro- 
vide the  initial  subsidy  to  help  get  the  project  started.   It  is 
this  feature  v/hich  helps  to  make  Park  Plaza  a  unique  and  innovative 
urban  reneival  project. 
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City  and  BRA  Assistance 

The  City  of  Boston  will  pay  to  the  BRA  a  minimum  of  $6^800,000 
for  the  BRA  to  spend  on  public  improvements  in  the  Park  Plaza  area. 
These  improvements  are  all  street  improvements,  and  the  $6,800_,000 
figure  is  a  1971  estimate.   If  the  cost  is  actually  greater,  then 
the  City  must  pay  to  the  BRA  the  excess  over  this  estimate.   The 
BRA  will  repay  the  City  over  a  period  of  time. 

Nearly  $5,000,000  of  this  total  is  for  work  associated  with 
the  first  and  second  sub-stage;  it  includes  the  cost  of  acquiring 
the  land  and  demolishing  the  buildings  necessary  to  construct  Nev/ 
Charles  Street  and  parts  of  Providence  Street.   Construction  of 
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these  streets  will  not  require  all  the  land  actually  acquired  in 
connection  v;ith  the  street  v/ork;  this  excess ,  cleared  land  will  be 
either  sold  or  leased  Toy  the  BRA  to  BUA  for  its  use  in  the  project. 
The  BRA  should  ultimately  recover  from  the  project  $6,000,000 
of  the  total  $6,800,000  grant  from  the  City.   The  BRA  plans  to  leave 
slightly  more  than  $800,000  of  its  own  funds  in  the  project  as  a  lo- 
cal cash  grant  subsidy.   Recovery  of  the  $6,000,000  is  in  two  incre- 
ments: 

A.  BUA  is  obligated  to  repay  $3,000,000  to  the  BRA  at  the  rate 
of  $150,000  per  year  beginning  not  later  than  I3  years  after  project 
construction  begins,  making  the  total  repayment  term  not  less  than 
20  nor  more  than  33  years.   This  is  similar  to  an  interest-free  loan 
from  the  BRA  to  BUA  for  a  term  of  betv;een  20  and  33  years.   The 
$150,000  annual  payment  is  to  be  drawn  from  revenues  generated  by 

"the  completed  portions  of  the  project,  and  is  not  an  obligation  of 
BUA. 

B.  The  BRA  will  also  receive  slightly  more  than  $3^000,000  from 
the  sale  of  public  land  to  BUA.   This  will  be  either  the  excess  BRA 
land  mentioned  above  from  the  Nev;  Charles  Street  v;ork,  or  existing 
City-owned  land  not  needed  for  public  purposes.   BUA  has  an  option 

to  lease  this  public  property  before  purchasing  it.   The  funds  for 
BUA's  purchase  of  this  public  land  will  be  made  available  from  the 
proceeds  of  BRA  bonds  (discussed  below)  which  viill  be  turned  over 
to  BUA. 
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The  price  to  BUA  of  the  excess  BRA  New  Charles  Street  land  v;ill 
be  the  actual  BRA  costs  of  acquisition  and  demolition  attributable 
to  the  excess  land  BUA  purchases,  and  the  BRA  acquisition  costs  v;ill 
be  based  on  fair  market  value  condemnation  appraisals.   The  price 
to  BUA  of  the  existing  excess  City  land  ^'/ill  also  be  determined  by 
fair  market  value  appraisals.   Generally,  such  urban  renev/al  appraisals 
are  made  on  a  "re-use"  basis;  that  is,  on  the  basis  of  the  value  of 
the  land  for  its  proposed  new  use.   In  the  Park  Plaza  case,  however, 
the  appraisals  will  be  made  on  an  "as-is"  basis.   This  has  the  effect 
of  v;riting  dovm  the  cost  of  the  land  to  BUA;  if  the  Federal  urban  re- 
newal guidelines  v;ere  used,  the  cost  of  land  to  BUA  would  be  consid- 
erably greater. 
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There  are,  in  sum,  public  subsidies  contemplated  in  the  Park 
Plaza  project  v^;hich  are  analogous  to  the  subsidies  in  I'ederal  urban 
renewal  programs.   These  include  a  BRA  cash  grant  of  some  $800,000; 
what   is  in  effect  an  interest-free  $3,000,000  loan  to  the  redeveloper; 
and  a  write-down  of  publicly-owned  land.   These  subsidies  are  entirely 
consistent  with  the  intent  of  the  State  urban  renevjal  statute,  and 
with  past  and  current  practice  in  other  urban  renevjal  programs. 

BRA  Bonds 

The  BRA  has  agreed,  in  the  Letter  of  Intent,  to  use  BRA  bonds 
to  finance  certain  aspects  of  the  project  if:  (a)BUA  elects  to  pursue 
that  route;  and  (b)  if  BUA  arranges  for  marketing  such  bonds.   The 
Letter  of  Intent  also  states  that  the  bonds  v;ill  be  the  source  of 
funds  for  BUA's  purchase  of  the  publicly-owned  land;  and  that  they 
may  be  the  source  of  funds  for  BUA's  purchase  of  privately-owned 
land  acquired  by  the  BRA  by  eminent  domain.   In  other  words,  it  is 
stated  that  the  purchase  of  some  public  lands  may  be  from  bond  sale 
proceeds,  and  that  the  BRA  v/ill  issue  the  bonds  at  BUA's  election. 

The  Financing  Support  Materials  contain  a  memorandum  from 
the  attorney  for  BUA  concluding  that  the  BRA  has  the  statutory 
power  to  issue  its  revenue  bonds  "as  an  accomodation  to  its  Park 
Plaza  redeveloper".   The  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  the  revenue 
bonds  viould  be  used  for  land  acquisition  costs,  demolition  costs, 
site  preparation  costs,  and  new  construction  costs.   The  properties 
financed  by  the  bonds  would  generate  the  revenues  to  repay  the  prin- 
cipal amount  and  the  interest  of  the  bonds;  thus,  it  is  the  developed 
properties  v;hich  the  bonds  paid  for  which  will  be  used  to  retire  the 
bonds . 
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The  Materials  also  contain  an  opinion  from  Bingham,  Dana  & 
Gould  that  if  the  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  the  bonds  are  earmarked 
for  residential  or  parking  uses,  they  should  be  tax-exempt  so  long 
as  they  are  obligations  of  the  BRA.   The  opinion  also  states  that 
the  actual  issuance  of  tax-exempt  bonds  vjould  be  conditioned  upon 
an  advance  favorable  ruling  by  the  Internal  Revenue  Service. 

There  are,  in  addition,  tv;o  letters  (one  from  White,  VJeld  &  Co., 
and  one  from  Eastman  Dillon,  Union  Securities  and  Co.)  expressing  in- 
terest in  participating  in  the  underv;riting  and  marketing  of  the  BRA 
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bonds,  after  receipt  of  the  favorable  rulings,  and  after  revlev;  of 
proposed  terras  of  the  bond  Issue. 

The  letters  and  other  materials  Indicate  that  the  total  amount 
of  the  bonds  v/ould  be  In  the  neighborhood  of  $120,000,000;  the  pro- 
ceeds vrould  pay  for  the  costs  of  land  acquisition,  demolition,  relo- 
cation and  construction  of  the  three  residential  apartment  towers 
containing  some  1,600  luxury  units,  the  parking  facilities  for  more 

than.  3^000  cars,  and  perhaps  100  townhouses. 

Because  the  BRA  bonds  would  be  tax-exempt,  their  interest 
rate  v/ill  be  considerably  lov;er  than  v/ould  be  the  interest  rate 
on  the  conventional  mortgages  the  developer  would  otherv;ise  have 
to  use  to  finance  these  project  costs.   The  table  just  below  illus- 
trates the  effect  on  overall  project  costs  of  this  difference  in 
Interest  rates.  A  number  of  assumptions  viere  made  to  develop  the 
figures  in  the  table,  and  figures  were  rounded,  but  the  order  of 
magnitude  is  accurate. 
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Estimated  Project  Costs 

Developer's  Down  Payment 
(assumes  8o^  financing) 

Interest  Rate 

Term 

Average  Annual  Interest 
Charges* 

Interest  over  Full  Term* 

Annual  Debt  Service* 
(Principal  &  Interest) 


Conventional 
Financing 

$120,000,000 

$  24,000,000 

8  3/^fo 
25  years 
$  7:,040,000 

$176,000,000 
$  11,844,000 


Tax-exempt 
Financing 

$120,000,000 

none 

5  3/^0 
25  years 
$  4,240,000 

$106,000,000 
$  9,060,000 


*For  accuracy  in  comparison  purposes,  the  analysis 
of  interest  and  debt  service  includes  the  entire 
$120,000,000  for  both  conventional  and  tax-exempt 
financing;  this  reflects  the  realities  of  real  es- 
tate development  financing  in  recognizing  that  under 
conventional  financing  the  front-end  money  is  a  cost 
to  the  developer. 
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What  the  table  illustrates  is  that  over  the  term  of  the 
financing  there  is  a  difference  of  $70,000^000  in  interest  pay- 
ments between  the  tax-exempt  and  the  conventional  financing  routes. 
It  also  shov7S  that  there  is  an  annual  difference  for  each  of  the 
25  years  of  about  $2.8  million  in  debt  service  charges. 

Because  the  tax-exempt  bonds  are  those  of  a  public  agency, 
and  because  the  proceeds  from  their  sale  are  to  be  made  available 
to  the  redeveloper  for  its  use,  use  of  the  BRA  bonding  capacity  is 
a  public  subsidy  of  Park  Plaza  of  the  above-stated  amounts. 

It  should  be  noted  that  this  is  a  far  larger  subsidy  than  is 
available  in  Federal  urban  renev/al  programs.   Federal  funds  can  be 
used  only  for  site  assembly,  site  preparation  and  public  improve- 
ments.  They  cannot  be  used  to  pay  the  construction  costs  of  the 
privately-o\vned  improvements. 

Low-to-Moderate-Income  Housing 

Betv/een  four  to  seven  years  after  construction  in  the  project 
begins,  BUA  has  an  obligation  to  apply  to  Federal,  State  &  local 
public  agencies  for  "the  financing  and  subsidies  necessary  for  hous- 
ing for  the  elderly."  Construction  of  I50  imits  of  low-to-moderate- 
income  housing  for  the  elderly  in  Parcel  C  is  contemplated.  If  BUA 
fails  to  receive  the  subsidies,  it  must  sell  back  to  the  BRA  enough 
space  (either  land  or  air  rights)  or  lease  enough  such  space  to  per- 
mit the  150  units  to  be  constructed  by  others. 
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Real  Estate  Taxes 

The  original  Letter  of  Intent  stated  that  the  BUA's  obligation 
to  proceed  v/as  contingent  upon  a  tax  arrangement  satisfactory  to  it. 
This  provision  is  deleted  from  the  November  28,  1972  Letter  of 
Intent.   Under  the  terms  of  this  latter  letter,  land  actually 
owned  by  BUA  will  be  taxed  as  other  privately-owned  real  pro- 
perty in  the, City  is  taxed.   Land  owned  by  the  BM  and  leased 
to  BUA  will  be  subject  to  an  annual  payment  in  lieu  of  taxes, 
to  be  made  by  the  BRA  to  the  City.   BUA  must  approve  the  amount 
of  such  payment. 
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Joint  Venture 

It  Is  stated  in  the  Letter  of  Intent  that  BUA  intends  to 
form  a  joint  venture  --  Park  Plaza  Associates  —  to  be  the  re- 
developer^  replacing  BUA  at  the  time  the  land  disposition  agree- 
ments are  consummated.   BUA  must  notify  the  BRA  of  any  individual 
corporation  or  entity  which  proposes  to  acquire  10^  or  more  of 
the  joint  venture^  and  the  BRA  may  object  to  the  acquisition. 

Deposits 

BUA  is  required  to  make  periodic  deposits  v;ith  the  BRA,  in 
the  form  of  cash  or  letters  of  credit.   The  deposit  will  "be  the'' 
bra's  upper  limit  of  cash  damages  against  BUA  should  a  court  find 
that  BUA  was  in  default  of  any  of  its  obligations.   In  other  words. 
The  bra's  sole  cash  remedy  against  BUA  is  the  amoimt  of  the  deposit 
at  the  time  the  default  occurs. 

The  schedule  of  total  deposits  held  by  the  BRA  is: 

1.  Currently  on  deposit:  $   100,000 

2.  Execution  of  Master  Land  Disposition 

Agreement:  $  400,000 

3.  Start  of  Construction  of  first  sub- 
stage:  $1,000,000 

h.      Completion  of  construction  of  first 

two  sub-stages:  $1,500,000 

5.   Start  of  construction  of  final  portion     $2,000,000 
of  Parcel  C  (subsidized  housing)  if  BUA 
designated  as  developer  of  Parcel  D: 
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After  the  fourth  step  just  outlined  is  reached,  the  $1,500,000 
will  be  reduced  by  up  to  $200,000  as  payments  by  BUA  to  the  BRA  for 
various  project-associated  costs  are  made. 

If  BUA  is  actually  in  default,  the  BRA  can  recover  any  parcel 
of  land  on  which  construction  has  not  yet  started,  subject  to  the 
rights  of  any  mortgagee.  Under  Federal  guidelines,  even  parcels 
under  construction  v;ould  revert  to  the  BRA  in  case  of  default;  also, 
hov/ever,  subject  to  any  mortgagee's  rights. 

Art  Work  Requirement 

The  urban  renewal  plan  requires  BUA  to  spend  1%   of  the  project's 
construction  costs  on  art  works.   With  construction  costs  estimated 
to  be  in  the  vicinity  of  $250  million,  this  is  a  total  of  $2.5  million 
available. 
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BUA  has  agreed  to  commit  up  to  $100,000  of  this  total  for  improve- 
ments to  the  Public  Garden  during  the  development  of  Parcels  A  and  B, 
and  up  to  $150,000  additional  for  the  Public  Garden  and  Boston  Common 
during  the  development  of  Parcel  C.   The  remainder  is  to  be  committed 
to  works  of  art  within  the'  project  area. 
■  Letters  of  Financial  Interest 

The  Financing  Support  Material  includes  a  number  of  letters  from 
potential  mortgage  lenders;  these  potential  lenders  are  among  the 
nation's  largest  and  most  sophisticated. 

The  letters  all  cover  two  separate  points:  a  statement  of  con- 
fidence in  the  capabilities  of  the  principals  of  BUA;  and  a  statement 
of  interest  in  providing  financing. 

The  statements  of  confidence  in  BUA  are  strong  and  v/ithout 
reservation.   One  letter  (from  Eastman  Dillon)  goes  so  far  as  to 
condition  its  v;illingness  to  participate  in  the  project  upon  the 
continued  participation  in  and  direction  of  the  project  by  the 
current  principals  of  BUA. 

The  statements  of  interest  in  providing  financing  are  stan- 
dard preliminary  letters,  and  all  are  careful  to  state  that  they 
are  not  commitments  of  any  kind.   For  example: 

"As  of  this  writing,  hov/ever,  it  v;ould  not  be  feasible  for 
us  to  issue  any  type  of  financial  comimitment,  and  for  that 
matter,  for  any  lending  institution.   The  terms  and  con- 
ditions of  any  interim  financing  commitment  which  may  finally 
issue  will  be  dictated,  of  course,  by  market  conditions  at 
that  time,  the  conditions  of  the  permanent  financing  commit- 
ment v;hich  you  have  obtained,  construction  conditions  and 
costs "  (First  National  Bank  of  Boston,  June  29,  1972). 
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"At  this  stage,  hoviever,  it  would  be  entirely  Inappropriate 
for  us  to  issue  any  kind  of  a  financing  conunitment .  The 
terms  and  conditions  of  any  commitment  v.'hich  we  may  finally 
issue  will,  of  course,  be  dictated  by  market  conditions  at 
the  time,  the  nature  of  the  permanent  financing  commitments 
which  you  have  secured,  construction  conditions...."  (State 
Street  Bank  &  Trust  Co.,  June  29,  1972). 

All  the  letters  contain  such  conditional  phrasing,  as  is 
typical  of  any  letters  from  major  financial  institutions  v;hich 
could  be  obtained  at  this  stage  in  a  proposed  development  project. 

In  short,  the  letters  of  financial  interest  are  from  among 
the  nation's  most  eminent  financial  institutions,  and: 
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A.  Express  strong  confidence  in  the  abilities  of  the  princi- 
pals of  BUA;  and 

B.  Contain  the  normal  statements  of  hedged  commitment. 

Hotel 

The  Park  Plaza  project  plan  calls  for  a  new  hotel  to  be  built 
on  the  northv/est  corner  of  Stuart  and  Nev;  Charles  Streets.   The 
hotel  v;ould  have  1,000  guest  rooms;  a  banquet  hall  seating  2,500 
persons;  and  various  other  dining  and  entertainment  facilities. 

The  Financing  Support  Materials  contain  a  letter  of  interest 
tram   Western  International  Hotels.   The  letter  is  strong  expression 
of  Western's  interest  and  enthusiasm  in  being  a  part  of  the  Park 
Plaza  project. 

Redeveloper 

The  redeveloper  is  Park  Plaza  Associates,  a  nominee  partner- 
ship of  BUA.   The  Letter  of  Intent  indicates  that  BUA  intends  Park 
Plaza  Associates  to  replace  BUA  as  the  redeveloper  at  the  land  dis- 
position agreement  stage,  and  it  is  likely  that  Park  Plaza  Associates 
v/ould  be  the  party  entering  into  the  joint  venture  agreements. 

The  principals  of  BUA  are  Mortimer  B.  Zuckerman,  Edv;ard  H.  Linde 
and  John  A.  Cataldo.  The  principals  of  Park  Plaza  Associates  are  the 
Messrs.  Zuckerman  and  Linde  and  perhaps  Mr.  Cataldo. 

According  to  a  statement  in  the  Materials  by  BUA,  the  principals 
of  BUA  have  an  audited  net  worth  in  excess  of  $10  million  and  (unau- 
dited) liquid  assets  in  excess  of  $2.4  million.   There  are,  however, 
no  auditor's  statements  in  the  Materials,  as  there  v/ould  be  if  the 
project  \ifere  a  Federal  one. 

There  is  no  indication  in  the  Materials  of  any  real  estate  devel- 
opment projects  either  completed  by  BUA  or  under  construction  by  BUA. 
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Conclusion 

An  examination  of  the  Financing  Support  Materials  and  other 
documents  Indicates  that  the  financial  plan  for  Stage  I  (Parcels 
A,  B  and  C)  of  the  Park  Plaza  project  is  to  a  large  extent  depen- 
dent for  its  success  upon  the  availability  of  the  proceeds  from 
the  sale  of  the  BRA  revenue  bonds.   If  the  bonds  can  be  issued  and 
marketed,  then  the  financial  plan  appears  to  be  realistic,  depending, 
of  course,  on  the  project's  cash  flov;  being  sufficient  to  cover  the 
bond's  retirement  costs.   It  is  not  possible  at  this  stage  to  analyze 
v;hether  the  cash  flow  v;ill  be  sufficient;  but  it  can  be  concluded 
that  the  bonds  v;ill  not  be  successfully  marketed  unless  it  is  demon- 
strated that  the  cash  flow  ivrill  be  adequate. 

The  financial  plan  for  Stage  II  is  considerably  more  preliminary, 
but  it  also  appears  to  be  based  on  sound  premises.   If  Stage  I  is 
successfully  developed,  then  there  is  every  likelihood  that  Parcels 
D  and  E  will  be  more  attractive  for  redevelopment  than  they  nov:  are. 
Thus,  although  there  is  no  guarantee  or  existing  proposal  or  obliga- 
tion for  redevelopment  of  Parcels  D  &  E,  the  strategy  adopted  by  the 
BRA  is  realistic  and  consistent  with  experience  in  other  urban  renevml 
projects. 
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PUBLIC  PARTICIPATION 

Federal  and  State  regulations  require  the  creation  of  project  area 
committees  for  urban  renewal  projects.   The  Federal  regulations 
make  citizen  participation  mandatory  in  residential  rehabilitation 
and  encourage  the  creation  of  project  area  committees  in  non- 
residential rehabilitation  projects.   Federal  regulations  further 
require  that  a  renewal  agency  work  closely  with  such  project  area 
committees,  "to  assure  that  project  residents  participate  in  the 
formulation  and  execution  of  plans  for  renewal..."  (emphasis  added). 
In  addition,  the  renewal  agency  must  make  available  sufficient 
information  to  permit  them  to  participate  knowledgeably  and  it  may 
provide  technical  assistance  to  such  a  committee  either  through 
staff  assistance  or  consultants. 

State  regulations  state  that  "a  meaningful  citizen  participation 
program  shall  be  conducted  throughout  the  planning  and  execution 
stages"  of  a  State  urban  renewal  project.   No  distinction  is  made 
between  residential  and  non-residential  renewal  propects.   Under 
State  regulation  the  formation  of  a  citizen  committee  shall  be 
carried  out  during  the  preparation  of  the  Application  for  a  Survey 
and  Planning  Advance  in  order  that  the  renewal  agency  may  obtain 
necessary  advice  and  assistance  in  the  early  stages  of  the  planning 
process.   This  condition  clearly  has  not  been  met  in  the  case  of 
the  Park  Plaza  project.   Such  a  failure  is  most  likely  and  important 
contributing  factor  to  the  emotion,  misunderstanding  and  plan 
deficiencies  which  currently  affect  the  proposed  Park  Plaza  project. 
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The  reason  for  these  regulations  is  that  experience  has  shown 
that  citizen  participation  in  the  renewal  process  leads  to  the 
development  of  a  project  which  generally  is  superior  to  one 
designed  by  renev/al  planners  alone.   Indeed,  experience  with 
community  participation  in  a  variety  of  public  improvement  programs 
attests  to  the  value  of  a  participatory  process  in  creating  much 
better  technical  solutions  than  would  have  occurred  in  the  absence 
of  such  a  participatory  process.   Moreover,  participation  permits 
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citizens  to  constructively  influence  public  decision-making.   Where  the 
only  vehicle  for  participation  has  been  a  public  hearing,  the  result 
has  been  a  negative  reaction.   Such  a  negative  reaction  is  the  only 
avenue  open  to  concerned  citizens  when  asked  to  react  to  fully 
prepared  plans  to  which  they  have  had  no  prior  input  or  in-depth 
understanding  of  the  reasons  involved  in  the  selection  of  the 
publicly  presented  plan  as  compared  to  other  possible  alternatives. 
Hie  value  of  a  participatory  process  has  been  recognized  by  Congress 
with  the  passage  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act  of  1972. 
In  this  Act,  Congress  expressly  required  that  there  be  public 
participation  in  the  development,  revision  and  enfacement  of  any 
regulation,  standard  effluent  limitation,  plan  or  program. 

Given  the  strategic  important  to  both  the  City  of  Boston  and  the 
Commonwealth  of  the  proposed  Park  Plaza  urban  renewal  project,  it 
is  imperative  that  there  be  a  participatory  process.   Yet  the 
Letter  of  Intent  between  the  BRA  and  Boston  Urban  Associates  states 
that  it  is  the  intent  of  the  two  parties  to  waive  the  requirement 
for  citizen  participation  under  State  regulations.   Such  a 
declaration  of  intent  is  questionable  on  legal  grounds.  Whether  or 
not  there  is  a  legal  basis  for  such  a  stance  on  the  part  of  BRA 
is  really  beside  the  point.   BRA's  holding  to  such  a  decision  will 
serve  no  useful  purpose,  and  would  most  likely  embroil  the  proposed 
project  in  even  more  controversy,  confrontation  and  legal  action. 
Therefore  the  BRA  and  Urban  Associates  ought  to  voluntarily  amend 
their  letter  of  intent  to  provide  for  effective  and  meaningful 
oarticipatorv  process.   If  thev  chose  not  to  make  such  an 
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amendment,  then  DCA  should  insist  that  its  regulations  be  adhered 
to  as  a  condition  for  granting  approval  of  the  urban  renewal  plan. 

A  participatory  process  with  necessary  technical  assistance  from 
consultants  can  serve  three  major  concerns.   First,  public 
participation  will  provide  a  dynamic  interplay  with  BRA  and  BUA 
which  should  stretch  their  imagination  and  creativity  to  produce 
the  finest  design  possible  for  such  a  strategic  location  within 
the  downtown  area.   Second,  a  citizen  group  can  provide    ^    talent 
needed  for  design  review.   Third,  a  citizen  group  can  a.   st  both 
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DGA,  BRA  and  BUA  in  preparing  the  legislatively  required  environmental 
impact  statements. 

The  existing  Design  Review  Committee's  function  has  been  largely  to 
assist  BRA  in  obtaining  good  architects  and  architecture.   Such 
considerations  are  insufficient  in  the  case  of  the  proposed  Park 
Plaza  project.   Architecture  uniquely  and  inextricably  relates  to 
a  wide  variety  of  environmental  issues  -  physical ,  social  and 
economic.   The  architectural  profession  cannot  represent  or  speak 
knowledgeably  for  these  other  issues  as  they  relate  to  the  plan 
and  design  of  specific  buildings.   Furthermore,   the  Design  Review 
Committee  is  given  an  undue  burden  if  it  sits  in  isolation  from  the 
community  at  large  which  has  a  very  real  stake  in  the  character 
and  quality  of  the  proposed  project  and  which  has  relevant  information 
and  knowledge  outside  the  ken  of  the  Design  Review  Committee.   As  a 
result  of  these  considerations,  an  open  and  broadly  based  citizen 
committee  should  be  established  which  will  have,  among  other  things, 
the  capacity  to  deal  with  purely  design  considerations.   Such  a 
committee  could  be  invaluable  in  explaining  to  the  larger  public  the 
issues,  alternative  solutions  and  reasons  for  a  given  course  of  action. 

Essential  to  a  meaningful  participatory  process  is  the  provision  of 
technical  assistance.   It  is  unrealistic   to  expect  that  citizens 
with  other  committments  can  have  the  in-depth  involvement  or  can 
adequately  undertake  necessary  technical  analysis  or  evaluation  of 
various  work  undertaken  either  by  BRA  or  BUA.   Therefore,  a  citizen's 
committee  should  have  its  own  technical  staff  to  advise  it  and  assist 
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it  in  analyzing  and  evaluating  the  design,  environmental,  relocation, 
development  staging,  legal  and  financial  aspects  involved  in  the 
preparation  and  execution  of  the  urban  renewal  plan.   Funds  for 
technical  assistance  should  be  provided  for  by  BRA,  BUA  and  DCA  and 
placed  in  a  special  escrow  account,  the  expenditures  from  which 
would  be  controlled  by  the  citizen's  committee.   The  question  is 
how  much  money  should  be  provided.   The  Department  of  Public  Works 
has  begun  to  allocate  up  to  ten  percent  of  total  planning  and 
engineering  funds  for  purposes  of  assisting  community  participation. 
At  present,  it  is  difficult  to  determine  what  the  exact  amount  should 
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be.   'riie  SRG  suggests  that  something  on  the  order  of  $70,000  to 
$100,000  per  year  should  be  provided  during  the  first  two  to  three 
years.   Once  the  project,  if  approved,  is  in  execution,  the  amount 
could  be  significantly  reduced. 

The  membership  of  the  committee  should  not  be  exclusive.   Rather, 
there  should  be  a  core  membership  which  is  carefully  solicited 
to  assure  that  the  multiplicity  of  interests  is  adequately 
represented.   The  rest  of  the  membership  should  be  open  to  those 
concerned  citizens  who  wish  to  participate  in  the  planning  process. 
This  stiructure  is  essentially  that  which  was  successfully  followed 
by  the  recently  completed  Boston  Transportation  Planning  Review - 
project.   To  be  successful,  however,  a  participatory  process  does 
require  that  the  public  bureaucracy  be  sympathetic  to  such  a 
procedure.   Presently  the  BRA  has  a  sympathetic  attitude. 

Selection  of  the  core  membership  of  a  citizen  committee  should 
be  a  joint  undertaking  by  DCA  and  BRA.   This  selection  process 
is  proposed  because  of  the  strategic  and  sensitive  nature  of  the 
proposed  Park  Plaza  project  to  the  whole  metropolitan  area.   Core 
membership  should  include  representatives  from  three  broad  categories 
of  interested  groups:   neighborhood  organizations,  professional 
associations,  and  broadly  oriented  special  interest  groups.   It  is 
essential  that  representatives  from  each  of  these  three  categories 
be  earnestly  solicited.   The  combination  of  a  real  opportunity  to 
meaningfully  participate  in  the  preparation  of  the  renewal  plan  and 
the  provision  of  technical  staff  assistance  should  be  sufficient 
inducement  to  attract  the  desired  representation. 
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URBAN  RENEWAL  PLAN 

The  Park  Plaza  urban  renewal  plan  is  a  document  of  35  pages. 
Project  area  maps  are  a  part  of  the  plan.  The  plan  has  been 
approved  by  the  BRA,  the  Mayor  of  Boston  and  the  Boston  City 
Council . 

It  is  this  plan  which  is  now  before  the  DCA  under  section  48, 
Chapter  121B  for  approval  or  disapproval. 

The  plan: 

1.  Defines  the  project  area 

2.  Outlines  its  objectives 

3.  Describes  the  types  of  renewal  actions, 
k.  Identifies  the  properties  to  be  acquired 

5.  Establishes  the  land  use  and  building  controls 

6.  Sets  the  redeveloper ' s  obligations 

7.  Described  the  relocation  program 

8.  Makes  a  number  of  other  statements 

Most  of  the  urban  renewal  plan's  provisions  establish  protections 
for  the  public  interest.  These  provisions  are  found  in  all  urban 
renewal  plans . 
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The  plan  provisions  which  are  specific  to  Park  Plaza  relate  to 
controls  on  development  within  the  project  area.   The  permitted 
uses  are  as  follows: 

Parcel  1   Parcel2   Parcel  3   Parcel  k     Parcel  5 


Commercial 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 

Residential 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 

Office 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 

Entertainment 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 

Open  Space 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 

no 

Cultural 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 

no 

Hotel 

no 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 

Parking 

below 
level 

yes 

yes 

yes 

yes 
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The  permitted  building  height  maximums  for  each  parcel  are  listed 
below.   These  maximums  do  not  include  mechanical  penthouses  or 
other  roof  structures. 

Parcel  1 :   within  80  feet  of  Boylston  Street,  a  limit  of  125 
I      feet,  and  155  feet  for  the  remainder;  except  for  a 

450  foot  tower  on  the  Arlington  Street-BojLston  Street 

comer  and  a  450  foot  tower  on  the  New  Charles  Street- 

Boylston  Street  comer. 
Parcel  2:   650  feet. 
Parcel  3 :   within  100  feet  of  Boylston  Street,  a  limit  of  125  feet; 

650  feet  for  the  remainder. 
Parcel  4 :   125  feet  at  the  Boylston  Street-Tremont  Street  comer; 

650  feet  thereafter. 
Parcel  5:   450  feet. 


Any  increase  in  these  limits  will  require  BRA,  City  Council  and 
DCA  approval. 
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